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Dear Sir: 



This responds to new issues raised in the Answer, 

"The name of the game is the claim". The examiner atcenq>ts to counter Appellant^s point that 
Pennell's autofiU form is not the one received from the server, but instead is the window 401 that is not 
received from the server, by observing that some of the data in the window 401 may have been initially 
supplied directly by the user or learned as the user entered data in the nonmal course of filling out forms on 
web pages. So what? Claim I requires allowing a user to select his or her name from the menu so that the 
autoill] profile correq)onding to the selected name is used to provide infonnation to the electr<»iic form^m 
the server^ which the window 401 is not. Even if the window 401 may be given data (1) supplied by the user 
(in an uiwlefined way) or (2) "learned" from previous user inputs, it is not itself a form from the server as 
is otherwise required by Claim 1 . Stated difFerenUy, that some of the infonnation in the window 401 may 
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be "learned" from previous user input to forms docs not thereby transform the window 401 into the server 
form itself, which it is being used for in the rejection and which the examiner tacitly confesses is the case. 

The examiner next attempts to explain away the fact that her own dictionary contradicts her 
equivalence of PINs with passwords by referring to the present specification. Incredibly, an SPE signed off 
on the use of the present specification in a rejection^ presumably not understanding that the present 
specification does not form part of the prior art. An Applicant's own teachings cannot be used against iU 
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